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Claims 58 and 61 are objected to as being duplicates of each other. 
Claims 62 and 63 are objected to in that there is no antecedent basis for the at 
least one effector, as the basis is for at least two effectors. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office 
action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 48, 49, 52, 58-62, and 96, 97, 1 01 -1 08 and 112-113 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Hrdlicka et al 6038480. With respect to figure 
4, Hrdlicka shows a body having 2 effectors (R1 and C1) each having a separately 
addressable processor, where the effectors are axially spaced along the length of the 
body. The system includes at least one common conductor (ID2, which is an extension 
of ID1). Claims 49 and 102 are rejected in that the term "cardiac pacing lead" is an 
intended use limitation and is met if the reference is capable of the use. Hrdlicka is a 
stimulation system and is capable of cardiac pacing. Claim 52 is rejected in that 
Hrdlicka is an implantable lead. Claims 58-61 are rejected in that C1 has stimulating 
electrodes and R1 (with processor C2) has sensing electrodes. However, electrodes 
are both sensors and stimulators. Hence, the claim language is met. Claim 62 is 
rejected in that the effector is coupled to a conductor P1 , P2, etc. Claim 96 is rejected 
in that based on the uses described in columns 7 and 8, the device of Hrdlicka is sized 
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to be able to be introduced through and to a blood vessel. Claim 97 is rejected in that 
the processors C1 and C2 comprise chips. Claim 101 is rejected in that the processor 
C2 receives data from data source C1, which is processed. Claim 103 is rejected in that 
each effector includes at least 4 electrodes. Claim 104 is rejected in that the processor 
C2 must have a power connector connected to P1 and P2. Hence, there are two 
common connectors. Claims 1 05-1 08 and 112-113 are rejected for the reasons given 
above. 

Claims 48, 49, 52, 58-62, 66-68, 96, 97, 1 01 , 1 02, 1 04-1 07, and 1 1 2 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Schallhorn et al 6473653. With 
reference to figure 14, Schallhorn has a catheter with a plurality of effectors on the tip, 
each having at least one electrode and a processor, with a plurality of conductors 
extending through the lumen of the device. The power and ground are common 
conductors. Claims 49 and 102 are rejected in that the term "cardiac pacing lead" is an 
intended use limitation and is met if the reference is capable of the use. Schallhorn's 
figure 14 shows a stimulation system and that is capable of cardiac pacing. Claim 52 is 
rejected in that Schallhorn is an implantable lead. Claims 58-61 are rejected in that 
electrodes are both sensors and stimulators. Hence, the claim language is met. Claim 
62 is rejected in that the effector is coupled to a conductor P1 , P2, etc. With respect o 
claims 66-68, the conductors extend through the catheter lumen. Hence, there must be 
penetration of the catheter surface to connect to the electrodes and processor. Claim 
96 is rejected in that based on the uses described in columns 7 and 8, the device of 
Schallhorn is sized to be able to be introduced through and to a blood vessel. Claim 97 
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is rejected in that the processors comprise chips. Claim 101 is rejected in that the 
processor receives data from data source which is processed. Claim 104 is rejected in 
that the processor C2 must have a power connector connected to P1 and P2. Hence, 
there are two common connectors. Claim 112 is rejected for the reasons given above. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 50, 63, 98-100 and 109-111 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hrdlicka et al. Claim 50 is rejected in that there are multiple 
conductors extending outwardly through the body from the effector, presumably through 
a cable. However, there is only one lumen in the body. Applicant has not stated that 
having a separate lumen for each conductor solves a stated problem or is for a 
particular purpose. Therefore, it is the examiner's position that the number of lumens 
would have been a mere matter of design choice for one skilled in the art. Claim 63 is 
rejected for essentially the same reasons given above. Claims 98-100 and 109-111 
are rejected in that Hrdlicka states that the processor C2 filters or otherwise processes 
the signals (column 4, lines 35+). The examiner notes that in today's age, most 
processing is done digitally. Hence, it would have been obvious to include an a/d 
converter in the chip. 
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Claims 50, and 63-64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Schallhorn et al. Claim 50 is rejected in that there are multiple conductors 
extending outwardly through the body from the effector, presumably through a cable. 
However, there is only one lumen in the body. Applicant has not stated that having a 
separate lumen for each conductor solves a stated problem or is for a particular 
purpose. Therefore, it is the examiner's position that the number of lumens would have 
been a mere matter of design choice for one skilled in the art. Claim 63 is rejected for 
essentially the same reasons given above. Claim 64 is rejected in that there is a 
common ground, power, and data conductor. 

Claims 50, and 63-64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Schallhorn et al in view of Sackett 5313020. In column 1 , Sackett teaches that it is 
well known to isolate co-linear conductors by encapsulating the conductors with a 
dielectric, so as to prevent interference. Hence, it would have been obvious to fill the 
lumen of the device of figure 14, to improve the signal to noise ratio. As such, part of 
the circuitry for the effector would be encapsulated. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
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mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ROBERT L. NASSER whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-4731 . The examiner can normally be reached on m-f 9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Marmor II can be reached on 571 272-4730. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Robert L. Nasser Jr/ 
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